rious problems with the Eusebian authorship such as Künstle, Saltet, Da rino, Simone i, etc.
The aim of this essay is to demonstrate that Eusebius probably did not produce the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate. 5 This essay has been divided into four parts. Part One will provide a brief introduction to the text in question, namely, the seven books of the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate. Part Two will examine the origin and history of the Eusebian authorship. Here we will summarize several arguments for the Eusebian authorship and at the same time, point out how shaky and fragile these arguments are. Finally and most importantly, Parts Three and Four will compare and contrast the surviving writings about and of Eusebius of Vercelli with the De Trinitate to see any affi nity between them on historical as well as theological grounds. As a fi nal remark before the discussion, anyone who deals with fundamental questions concerning the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate, must bear in mind that it is always a ma er of probability, not of certainty. There is no one single piece of evidence that will silence all debates. Sometimes there is need for much inference due to the scantiness of relevant information. A number of arguments for or against each issue are not conclusive for either position when they are individually considered. They are to be regarded as a whole. If all sources and arguments are considered comprehensively, the present author will argue that they orient us toward a certain specifi c direction rather than another one.
Part One. Brief Introduction to the Text in Question 6
When one picks up a Latin Migne vol. 62, there is found a treatise entitled "On the Trinity Twelve Books wri en by Vigilius of Thapsus under the name of Saint Athanasius Bishop of Alexandria." This treatise, however, was not wri en by Vigilius, nor are the twelve books (I-XII) the work of one single author. According to contemporary scholarly consensus, only the fi rst seven books (I-VII) comprise a unit wri en by one author and the remaining books (VIII-XII) share noth-(5) What can be said positively about the identity of the pseudonymous author will be outside the scope of this essay. ing in common with the fi rst seven books or among themselves. Each of the fi ve books diff ers from one another in style and theological expressions. Only later were they added to the fi rst seven. Though this enigmatic treatise has been a ributed to several fi gures such as Athanasius, Ambrose, Augustine, Eusebius of Vercelli and Vigilius throughout history, nothing is certain about who wrote it, when it was wri en and where it was wri en. In addition to the uncertainty in relation to the authorship and date and place of writing, the pseudo-Athanasian treatise comes down to us in two recensions; Recension I is shorter and unanimously considered prior to the second recension. Recension II is longer due to its correction and expansion of Recension I. When we speak of the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate and its authorship, we are referring not to the last fi ve books (VIII-XII) but to the fi rst seven books (I-VII) which "form a cohesive ensemble a ributable to a single author." 7 The remaining fi ve books are outside of the present study.
Part Two. Origin of the Eusebian Authorship
It was D. G. Morin who fi rst proposed the Eusebian authorship of the De Trinitate in 1898. 8 He proposed his hypothesis predominantly based upon viewing one manuscript (Vat. Lat. 1319) which contains the following note: SANCTI EUSEBII DE PROPRIIS PERSONIS ET UNI-TO NOMINE DIVINITATIS. EXPLICIT LIBER II. In addition to poor manuscript support, this Eusebian hypothesis faces serious opposition because the manuscript Vatican 1319 belongs to the 13th century. If one has to draw a conclusion on the question of authorship solely on the basis of manuscript traditions (as Morin himself admits), it is Athanasius who receives the almost unanimous a estation as the author. 9 Morin is also aware of the problem of "the famous verse of three heavenly testimonies," that is, the Johannine Comma, in terms of his Eusebian hypothesis. 10 This Johannine Comma which the author of the De Trinitate cites twice in its complete form, 11 Morin notes, "appears for the fi rst time … in the recently discovered writings of the Spaniard According to Schepens, this distinguished man of so great learning (egregii uiri…tantae doctrinae uirum) can only be the famous Eusebius of Vercelli in the West during the la er half of the 4 th century because it is typical that only the most renowned are mentioned with a simple name.
16 I completely agree with Schepens that this "certain Eusebius" refers to the fi rst bishop of Vercelli as the laudatory statements indicate. However, the same text which Schepens relies upon goes against his hypothesis that this Eusebius is the author of the De Trinitate. 17 The text of Ambrosiaster says that this Eusebius holds that the Holy Spirit is "of the same substance and divinity" (substantiae eiusdem et diuinitatis) with the Father, on the one hand, and the same Spirit does not know "the mystery of the birth of Lord Jesus Christ" (mysterium nativitatis domini Jesu Christi), on the other hand. 22 Since Turner and Burn, it took almost a century for another English scholar to take a serious look into Eusebius of Vercelli and the De Trinitate. Williams' contribution defi nitely deserves our recognition. He not only has brought a neglected bishop back into his rightful place but also has succeeded in demystifying the role of Eusebius as a mere assistant to Hilary when the la er was engaged in restoring the West back to the Nicene orthodoxy a er his return from exile. The present author completely agrees with his judgement that one major reason for the lack of a ention with relation to the bishop of Vercelli "is undoubtedly due to the tiny literary heritage [= three surviving le ers] which is connected to [him] Agreeing with Bulhart and other Eusebian scholars before him, Williams holds that the fi rst seven books of the De Trinitate comprise a unifi ed whole and the remaining fi ve books have nothing to do with the fi rst seven. He also adopts Bulhart's proposal that the author of the fi rst seven is Eusebius of Vercelli. Yet he fi nds Bulhart's chronology (345-347 for the fi rst recension and sometime a er 357 for the second recension) 26 quite troublesome and comes up with his own, which was, in fact, fi rst proposed by Morin (1898). He dates the mysterious treatise to be some time between Eusebius' return from exile and his death, that is, between "late 362/early 363" and 370/1, preferably close to the la er date. 27 Here are Williams' main arguments which have led him to conclude that the De Trinitate was probably wri en by Eusebius of Vercelli during the la er years of the 360s. Williams' hypothesis that "there is nothing in the De Trinitate which Eusebius could not have said" begins with two solid historical facts; the bishop of Vercelli had been exiled in the East "for over seven years;" he also participated in the Council of Alexandria in 362 before his return to the West. 28 From the fi rst historical datum, he theorizes that a long stay in the East might have provided the bishop of Vercelli with "a broadened theological perspective." His theorizing continues:
Like Hilary of Poitiers, Eusebius would have become much more informed as to the complexity of certain contemporary issues, Trinitarian and Christological, at a date probably earlier than his western colleagues.
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From the second historical reference, he argues that Eusebius may have been well aware of "such theological developments" found in the Epistola Catholica and the Tomus, documents produced at the Council of Alexandria whose theological assertions, he believes, fi nd "some re- 
Part Three. Historical Comparison
What we know about Eusebius in history does not correlate well with Eusebian authorship. The fi rst issue to consider is Hilary's comment on the behaviour of Eusebius at the council of Milan.
31 According to him, Eusebius, when he was forced to sign the condemnation of Athanasius by Valens and his group, said that it is necessary fi rst to examine the faith of bishops at the council because some of them are found corrupt by heretical stain. Then he brought forth a copy of the Creed of Nicaea and said that he would do everything the leaders of the council would demand of him if they all signed the Nicene Creed. 32 This abrupt yet shrewd movement on the part of Eusebius, (30) Williams, Ambrose of Milan…, 241.
(31) Historians fi nd some diffi culty reconstructing the ecclesiastical career of Eusebius immediately before and during the council of Milan. One such question, as Williams (Ambrose of Milan, 55) notes, is "when did Eusebius actually arrive at the council and fi nd himself at odds with Valens and other anti-Athanasian bishops?" According to the traditional view, Eusebius arrived quite late, a er the council had already begun, only at the request of his friends, enemies and even the emperor. Williams provides a new interpretation that "Eusebius came to Milan at the beginning of the council, but once he experienced the confl ict with Valens and his allies…he le the city and returned to Vercelli (Williams, Ambrose of Milan..., 57). For a rebu al to this new interpretation, see M. Simonetti, Eusebio nella controversia ariana, in: E. dal Covolo, R. Uglione, and G. M. Vian (a cura di), Eusebio di Vercelli e il Suo Tempo (Roma: Libreria Ateneo Salesiano, 1997) 170-172. Whatever view is taken, the discussion that follows is not aff ected by it.
(32) "...conuentus, ut in Athanasium subscriberet, ait: de sacerdotali fi de prius oportere constare; compertos sibi quosdam ex his, qui adessent, heretica labe pollutos. expositam fi dem apud Niceam, cuius superius meminimus, drawing the a ention of the participants away from the disciplinary plane (condemnation of Athanasius) to the doctrinal one by the introduction of the Nicene Creed, was no ordinary routine at that time. In the West, as in the East, the Nicene Creed and its watchword had been virtually ignored as the symbol of orthodoxy until the middle of the 350s. 33 Though it had been set aside from the life and theological refl ection of the Church for almost three decades since its creation, the Nicene Creed "formalmente concervava ancora valore uffi ciale" because it was never rejected in an explicitly offi cial manner. 34 It was Eusebius together with Pope Liberius who brought out this forgo en Creed publicly at the center of these theological controversies as the test and rule of orthodoxy in the West. If this Creed was so dear to Eusebius, 35 it is strange to fi nd that the author of the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate shows virtually no interest in the Creed of Nicaea as well as in the term "homoousios." The Nicene watchword "homoousios" appears only once at the closing moment of his entire treatise. 36 Its Latin equivalent "unius substantiae (cum patre)" does not appear at all in Recension I. It appears once in Recension II in a substantially modifi ed version of the Creed of Nicaea. 37 Likewise, the term "Nicaea" is also mentioned only once in Recension II. Even there it is not used to underscore its authority as the symbol of orthodoxy, but is only mentioned in passing as a part of a polemic against Hosius who revoked the Creed which he signed at Nicaea. 38 Throughout the entire treatise, the posuit in medio spondens omnia se, quae postularent, esse facturum, si fi dei professionem scripsissent" (Hilary, pseudonymous author relates the basis of his orthodoxy as well as the Catholic faith again and again to Scripture (scriptura) alone; the Arian opponent constantly asks the author of the De Trinitate to demonstrate that the la er's theological argument is in line with the authority (auctoritas), that is, Scripture. No council is mentioned to function as authority over theological debates between the "catholic" writer and his Arian opponent. On the contrary, the pseudonymous author discredits the authority of an Arian council by the authority of Scripture. 39 If one is reminded of the fact that due a ention was granted to the authority of the Council of Nicaea and its watchword by most Latin writers contemporary with Eusebius (Lucifer, 40 Gregory, 41 Phoebadius, 42 and , 247) . Furthermore, the major part of his treatise (ch. 20-95; Ibid., 225-246) is a detailed explication and defence of three interrelated expressions drawn from the Creed: 1) the Nicene watchword "homoousios," 2) the phrase "deus de deo" and 3) the sentence that the Son of God is "mutabilis" and "conuertibilis."
(42) Phoebadius, a contemporary of Eusebius wrote his treatise Contra Arianos without explicitly citing the actual content of the Nicene Creed or its watchword. But unlike the author of the De Trinitate, he certainly regards it as the symbol of orthodoxy. He portrays those who gathered at Nicaea as "men of blessed memory" (beatae memoriae viri) and asserts that they wrote "the perfect rule of the catholic faith" (perfectam fi dei catholicae regulam) (Contra Arianos 6; PL 20, 17 45 If we take into account that in his own time Eusebius together with Hilary was regarded as the champion and ardent defender of Nicene orthodoxy as well as the leading authority in ma ers of doctrine, it is hard to understand why Jerome who was well informed of aff airs in Rome and Northern Italy would have omi ed mentioning a doctrinal treatise of the De Trinitate if Eusebius had actu-"homoousios," the fact that he defends vigorously the use of the term "substantia" immediately a er praising the Fathers of 325 (Contra Arianos 7; PL 20, 17) indicates that he is, in fact, defending the Nicene watchword in his treatise. In the case of Phoebadius, we may argue that the absence of the term "homoousios," while his defending its theology, probably derives from the fact that his treatise is wri en immediately a er the blasphemy of Sirmium (357) which prohibits the use of "homoousios" and other substance language. In the case of Eusebius, he was already exiled in the East since 355 and there is no reason for him to be cautious about speaking explicitly of the authority of Nicaea and the controversial term "homoousios." ally wri en it, especially when the pseudonymous treatise excels all the dogmatic writings between 360s and 380s in terms of theological maturity. 46 It is possible that either he was not aware of the treatise or he knew of its existence but did not wish to include it in his description of the bishop of Vercelli. The case that he might not have known the treatise is not convincing if one considers the fame and respect he had enjoyed as bishop. The other case, that the book was not worthy to be mentioned, is not a solid argument either. If Eusebius had wri en the treatise in question sometime a er his return from exile before his death (370), this treatise must have been considered unique and found no equal for its extraordinary maturity of the Trinitarian theology. I do not see any reason why Jerome would have omi ed it if Eusebius had actually wri en one. 
Part Four: Doctrinal Comparison
In Part Three, I have pointed out two historical facts regarding Eusebius of Vercelli and how they are in confl ict with the Eusebian authorship. Here we are to make a doctrinal comparison of the De Trinitate and Eusebius' own writings, namely, three le ers and a short note in the Tomus ad Antiochenos. I begin with the la er which contains the very words of Eusebius despite its briefness.
Tomus and De Trinitate: Christology
A er the death of Constantius, Julian issued an edict to make all exiled bishops under the rule of his predecessor return to their sees. Eusebius, who had been exiled in upper Egypt at the time of Constantine's death, participated in the Council of Alexandria (362) headed by Athanasius before his return to the West. At the la er part of the Tomus, it is reported that Eusebius signs the document yet with the following note: I Eusebius, according to your exact confession made on either side by agreement concerning the Subsistences, also add my agreement; further concerning the Incarnation of our Saviour, namely that the Son of God has become Man, taking everything upon Himself wi-(50) Lucifer, De Athanasio 2. 11; De non Parcendo 18 (…deum verum de deo vero, natum non factum, unius substantiae cum patre, quod graeci dicunt homoousion (g)…), 24 (…homoousion to patri (g), quod dicunt Graeci, nos vero Romani dicimus 'unius substantiae cum patre'…); Moriundum 4; Gregory of Elvira, De Fide 1 (…unius substantiae cum patre, quod Graeci dicunt omoousion…), 32-33 (Sed dicis mihi, omoousion id est unius substantiae nomen...), 53-55. thout sin, like the composition of our old man. I ratify the text of the le er. And whereas the Sardican paper is ruled out, to avoid the appearance of issuing anything beyond the creed of Nicaea, I also add my consent, in order that the creed of Nicaea may not seem by it to be excluded, and [I agree] it should not be published. I pray for your health in the Lord.
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This concluding note speaks of three things, all of which have been discussed one way or the other in the preceding part of the Tomus: 1) the profession of faith articulated in Sardica (343), 2) the question on the one or three subsistences (hypostasis) and fi nally 3) the question on the incarnation of our Saviour. The se ing aside of the profession of faith of Sardica (343) by Eusebius to have the authority of the Nicene Creed unchallenged is in harmony with Hilary's account that it was the bishop of Vercelli who, for the fi rst time in the three decades a er the Council of Nicaea, put forward the Creed of Nicaea which had kept an offi cial yet peripheral position in the West, to the center of the theological arena during the Council of Milan (355). This high regard of Eusebius for the Nicene Creed as the symbol of orthodoxy also agrees with a general acknowledgement of the Tomus which considers Nicaea as the only authority on the ma ers of "faith and religion."
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On the second question of "hypostasis," Eusebius states that he agrees with the Tomus' position on the question of one subsistence (hypostasis) and three subsistences in the Godhead. Since the fi rst two questions in his personal note are completely in line with what precedes it, it is most likely that the real reason Eusebius added his own note when he was signing the Tomus lies in his dissatisfaction with the Christological formulation of the Tomus. According to Simone i, the Christology of the Tomus is expressed "in terms intentionally ambiguous" not to off end both Antiochene delegates of Paulinus and those of Apollinarius both of whom were present at the Council:
Atanasio non era uomo da abandonare un amico fedele in diffi coltà e d'altro canto non poteva vedere di buono occhio l'insorgere di (52) The Tomus frequently mentions the suffi ciency and unique authority of Nicaea: 3 (twice), 4, 5 (3 times), 6, 8, 9, 10 (twice), 11 (twice). una nuova questione che minacciava di dividere ulteriormente i già largamente minoritari niceni di Antiochia. 53 The Tomus says that "the Saviour had not a body without a soul [apsychon], nor without sense [anaistheton] or intelligence [anoeton]; for it was not possible, when the Lord had become Man for us, that His body should be without intelligence [anoeton] ." 54 Despite the fact that the Tomus begins with a declaration that it was dra ed by Athanasius together with Eusebius and Asterius, it is more likely that it was predominantly from the pen of Athanasius. Even if we take the text at face value that all three bishops are responsible for the making of the Tomus, Eusebius' personal clarifi cation with respect to the Incarnation seems to tell us that the bishop of Vercelli was not fully satisfi ed with what was expressed in the Tomus. The phrase "soma apsychon" can mean "a body without a soul" like the above translation. It can also be rendered as "a body without life or vitality" in a more general sense. 55 In the la er's case, Apollinarius and his party would have accepted it without much diffi culty. This ambiguity seems to be what Athanasius wanted and what Eusebius did not wish to see. Then it follows that the additional note is a doctrinal clarifi cation on the part of Eusebius without repudiating openly the patriarch of Alexandria. 56 In stating that "the Son of God has become Man, taking everything upon Himself without sin, like the composition of our old man," Eusebius makes it absolutely clear that what the Son of God took is a complete human being (Man) exactly like the fi rst Adam except sin. His emphasis on the complete humanity of Christ in the Tomus is in total agreement with the doctrine of Christ which he expressed in his own second le er, which we will see shortly. Both the phrases "perfect man" of Le er 2 and "Taking everything…our old man" of the Tomus demonstrate how central the integrity of the humanity of Christ was to the bishop of Vercelli. Now when we a empt to compare what we found in the Tomus with the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate with regard to Christology, we see li le resemblance. Of the seven books of the De Trinitate, the entire Book III is devoted to Christology proper. The predominant theme is the double condition of the Mediator (true God and true man) and a thorough distinction between God and man. Even if it discusses the theme of Incarnation at length, the pseudonymous author, however, does not discuss at all the complete humanity of the assumed man. Certainly it was outside of his theological concerns while he was composing Book III. Elsewhere, there is one specifi c reference to the humanity of Christ, mentioning explicitly that Christ is "totus homo" who has both soul and body. But even here its signifi cance is minimal. It is found once in Recension II of Book IV as just one of a number of anathema lists. From this near silence one may infer that the integrity of human Christ does not concern the pseudonymous author of the De Trinitate at the time of his writing it. If Eusebius were the author of the De Trinitate, this lack of interest in the full humanity of Christ which is undeniably clear in all his surviving documents is hard to explain, especially if one considers that the Apollinarian controversy became more and more intensifi ed a er the Council of Alexandria (362) and during the la er part of Eusebius' life. The fact that the De Trinitate neither mentions Apollinarius nor indicates a sign of any Apollinarian threat seems to lead us to the conclusion that probably the De Trinitate is not from the hand of Eusebius.
The Le ers of Eusebius and De Trinitate
Now we will turn to the three extant le ers a ributed to Eusebius of Vercelli among which the fi rst two are unanimously regarded as authentic. 57 The fi rst le er wri en around late 354/355 is a short reply to Emperor Contantius, that he would appear at the upcoming Council of Milan (355). The second is a rather lengthy le er wri en sometime between 355-359 during his fi rst exile while he was kept in prison under the supervision of the Arian bishop, Patrophilus in Palestine. there is li le commonality found between the two writings. Bulhart has noted a number of "remarkable linguistic particularities" of the De Trinitate in his preface and the lists take up 22 pages of his edition. 59 Strangely, none of them appear in the surviving le ers of Eusebius.
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When we move to the doctrinal comparison between the two, the result is same. Though both le ers are almost exclusively historical in nature, Le er 2 which he wrote to his congregation from Sythopolis in Palestine contains a brief doctrinal note which runs as follows:
Nouit hic omnipotens deus, nouit et eius unigenitus inenarrabiliter de ipso natus fi lius, qui salutis nostrae causa deus sempiternae uirtutis hominem perfectum induit, pati uoluit, morte triumphata tertio die resurrexit, ad dexteram patris sedet uenturus iudicare uiuos et mortuos, nouit et spiritus sanctus, testis est ecclesia catholica, quae sic confi tetur. 61 The context suggests that the phrase "omnipotens deus" must refer to the Father. This description of the Father as "omnipotens deus" and the Son as "unigenitus deus" and the Holy Spirit with no further qualifi cation is in perfect harmony with the contemporary status of the Latin Trinitarian theology between the late 50s and early 60s of the 4 th century found in Phoebadius, Hilary, Gregory and Lucifer. It is also the same traditional pa ern we fi nd in the Creed of Nicaea which Eusebius cherished dearly. 62 In stark contrast, the author of the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate, even without a hint of ambiguity, states the full divinity and complete equality of all three members of the Trinity. He says, "qualem et quantum in diuinitate confi teris esse patrem, talem et tantum dicas et fi lium, sic et spiritum sanctum." 63 The rest of the book is a demonstration of his audacious claim. Except for the personal property, he ascribes all the paternal titles to the Son and the Holy Spirit. The Son and the Holy Spirit possess the same common name (unitum nomen) with the Father such as "uerus deus," "dominus" and "spiritus." 64 In addition, he does not hesitate to assign the title "creator" to all three persons. 65 Even the term "omnipotens" which traditionally has been regarded as an exclusive title of the Father is equally dedicated to the Son and the Holy Spirit.
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In addition to the sharp divergence with respect to the maturity of the Trinitarian refl ection, there is also a noticeable diff erence between Le er 2 and the De Trinitate in the doctrine of Christ. According to Le er 2, Eusebius describes the incarnation as God clothing the perfect man (deus sempiternae uirtutis hominem perfectum induit). He seemed to use "hominem perfectum" to highlight that, in the incarnation, God put on the complete human being who possesses both soul and body, as the adjective "perfectum" indicates. On the contrary, as noted above, the De Trinitate as a whole pays li le a ention to the full humanity of the Mediator. As Williams correctly notes, Book III of the De Trinitate which is exclusively devoted to the theme of Christology and contains "a lengthy discussion of the [I]ncarnation" does not deal with the full humanity of Christ at all. 67 Both the verb "induit" and the noun phrase "hominem perfectum" of Le er 2 do not appear at all in the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate. Instead, the favourite expression to describe the Incarnation for the author of the De Trinitate is "deus hominem adsumpsit." 68 Except for rare instances of verbal forms such as "accepisse" and "suscepisse (suscepit)," 69 the verb "adsumpsit" is predominant. If we search an expression of anything equivalent to "hominem perfectum" of Le er 2, it would be "uerus homo." However, the la er almost always appears paired with "deus uerus" as a doctrinal formula to signify the dual condition of the Mediator (mediator est deus uerus et homo uerus), not to highlight the complete humanity of the Mediator. There is, however, one expression in Book VI (64) De Trinitate 1. 11-14, 1. 51; 2. 5; 6. 5. (65) "Vae uobis, qui absque (non per) hunc factorem deum patrem et fi lium et spiritum sanctum cuncta, quae in caelis sunt et in terra, id est uisibilia et inuisibilia, facta esse creditis" (Ibid., 6. 16. 10). Emphasis is mine.
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Doctrinal Content of the De Trinitate
No source can bring up a more fruitful result regarding the authorship and date of the De Trinitate than the theological content of the treatise itself because each page of the seven books is full of doctrinal points that the pseudonymous author believes to be orthodox and catholic. Of course it requires a careful analysis of the theology of the text and its rightful positioning in Latin Trinitarian literature of the 4th and 5th centuries. Though both macro and micro approaches to the text will complement each other in narrowing down the question of whether Eusebius could have wri en such a text, we pass over the micro approach for the sake of brevity, that is to say, an examination of the details of its Trinitarian theology. Rather, we will briefl y touch upon the macro approach to the text, namely, an examination of the overall structure of the treatise in question in relation to the Latin Trinitarian literature of the late 4th century and the 5th century.
The overall structure of the seven books can be summed up as Trinity followed by Christology and Blessings/Curses. The pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate consists of seven books. The fi rst two books are completely dedicated to the doctrine of the Trinity. Book III is exclusively Christological. Thus a clear structural pa ern of Trinity-Christology emerges in the fi rst three books. Books IV and V, overall, repeat and expand the Trinitarian and Christological subject-ma ers found in the fi rst three books. Book VI introduces a new element to the structural pa ern of the De Trinitate, that is, Blessings and Curses. And Book VII closes the entire treatise with the doctrine of the Trinity. What concerns us is that the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate displays three key structural elements in order: Trinity-Christology-Blessings/Curses.
As we have observed above, the overall structure of the seven books can be summed up as Trinity-Christology-Blessings/Curses. Then the question we should ask is "Where does one fi nd a similar structure in Latin dogmatic history?" If we examine the overall structure of Latin dogmatic literature in the 350s and 360s, whether that of Hilary, Phoebadius, Gregory of Elvira or Lucifer, the fundamental theological frame still centers around the Father and the Son while the Holy Spirit is put aside, enjoying only a peripheral status. Williams also comes to a similar conclusion with regard to the anti-Homoian writings between the 360s and 370s. 75 It is Ambrose who fi rst approached the doctrine of God comprehensively, including the Holy Spirit at the center of his theologi-cal discussion together with the Father and the Son, around 380. It is also found in Augustine's De Trinitate in a most explicit fashion. It is true that, like the dogmatic treatises published between the 350s and 370s, the main concern of the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate is Arianism. The notable diff erence, however, is that the former refutes Arianism in a Christological context, but the la er treats it in a fully Trinitarian context. Again we begin to see this similar pa ern of the Arian polemics in a Trinitarian framework in Ambrose's De Spiritu Sancto 76 and fi nd its full-blown shape in Augustine's De Trinitate 77 and Collatio Augustini cum Maximino Arrianorum episcopo/Contra Maximinum. 78 Furthermore, this structure of Trinity-Christology-Blessings/Curses is virtually the same as that of the Quicumque. In addition to the overall structural resemblance of the De Trinitate to the Quicumque, the Trinitarian theology of the De Trinitate reveals the same maturity and same theological pa ern as the Quicumque though the precise wordings are diff erent from each other. The following is excerpts from each writing regarding the doctrine of the Trinity. We have compared the two surviving le ers of Eusebius, his Christological note in the Tomus and historical references to Eusebius with the pseudo-Athanasian treatise and we have found li le resemblance between them. In addition, an examination of the theological content of the De Trinitate on the macro level again indicates that the pseudoAthanasian treatise shows li le likeness to Latin theology during the lifetime of Eusebius of Vercelli. Rather, it reveals that the theological pa ern of the De Trinitate shares a close affi nity with the theological documents wri en a er 380, preferably near the end of the 4th century or in the 5th century. This comparative examination together with an extremely shaky foundation for the hypothesis of Eusebian authorship leads the present author to the conclusion that Eusebius probably did not write De Trinitate.
SUMMARY
A number of studies have been undertaken concerning the pseudoAthnasian De Trinitate since the late 19th century. Almost all of them, however, were directed toward solving who and when of the text with li le a ention to the content of the treatise itself. In this essay I have a empted to fi ll this scholarly gap by returning to the question of authorship/date with a theological analysis of the De Trinitate. We have contrasted salient features of the Trinitarian theology of the pseudo-Athanasian treatise with those of Latin Trinitarian texts produced in the 4th and 5th centuries, with the surviving documents wri en by Eusebius of Vercelli and with historical references to the bishop of Vercelli. This comparative study has oriented us to a position that the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate most likely did not derive from the bishop of Vercelli. I want to end this essay by repeating what I have indicated in the beginning of this essay: "What can be said positively about the identity of the pseudonymous author will be outside of the scope of this essay (footnote 5)." Indeed, the scope of this essay was modest and very limited, "Did Eusebius write the pseudoAthanasian De Trinitate?" If the present author has succeeded in stating negatively that Eusebius is not the author of the treatise in question, our next step is to return to the question of the authorship in a more positive way: "Who wrote the De Trinitate?" There is also a need for returning to the question of the date. The rather broad conclusion of the present author that the pseudo-Athanasian De Trinitate is a post-380 product requires more precise defi nition.
